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Introduction
Externalities of globalisation have been substantially documented in recent African development literature, inter alia: (i) the welfare (Makochekanwa, 2014) , growth (KummerNoormamode, 2014; Tumwebaze & Ijjo, 2015) , employment (Anyanwu, 2014; Foster-McGregor et al., 2015) and trade (Shuaibu, 2015) implications of growing openness and (ii) reverse foreign direct investment (FDI) from Africa to Europe (Barros et al., 2014) .
A strand of underlying literature has been devoted to assessing if initial conditions are essential to materialise the benefits of globalisation, notably: threshold conditions of financial development benefits from financial globalisation (Asongu, 2014) . The debate has been skewed towards financial globalisation because while some consensus in the literature has been established on the rewards of trade openness, the debate on benefits of financial openness has seen renewed interest after the recent financial crisis (Rodrik & Subramanian, 2009 ). The debate on initial conditions has been partly motivated by cautious positions from some researchers, notably: (i) Henry (2007) on the relevance of calculated and gradual capital account openness;
(ii) Prasad and Rajan (2008) have advised on the need to consider country-specific features in financial openness decisions and (iii) Kose et al. (2011) have articulated the essence of factoringin initial conditions in the management of potential risks from financial globalisation.
To the best of our knowledge, the literature on the debate about rewards from financial openness can be engaged in three main strands: thesis, anti-thesis and synthesis. The first strand is based on the theoretical motivations of financial globalisation. According to the narrative, financial globalisation enables efficient capital allocation and international risk sharing. The phenomenon is more rewarding to less developed countries that are scarce in capital and rich in labour (Fischer, 1998; Summers, 2000) . Such benefits include: access to foreign capital, economic growth and transition from low-to middle-income. According to the authors, developed countries are equally rewarded with greater economic stability. Kose et al. (2011) in the second strand have argued that the relative stability experienced by developed countries is traceable to less volatile output, compared to their developing counterparts who experience more volatile output. This anti-thesis builds on narratives advocating that, inter alia: (i) global financial instability is the product of complete account liberalisation (Rodrik, 1998; Bhagwati, 1998; Stiglitz, 2000; Kose et al., 2006) and (ii) financial globalisation is a concealed motivation of extending the rewards of international trade in goods to trade in assets (Rodrik & Subramanian, 2009; Asongu, 2014) .
The third strand documenting a synthesis which we have alluded to in the second paragraph is also known as the Henry (2007) and/or Kose al. (2011) hypothesis: "In this paper we develop a unified empirical framework for characterizing such threshold conditions. We find that there are clearly identifiable thresholds in variables such as financial depth and institutional quality: the cost-benefit trade-off from financial openness improves significantly once these threshold conditions are satisfied" (Kose et al., 2011, p.147) . The recent financial crisis has consolidated the underlying hypothesis because developing countries which had previously experienced substantial capital inflows have had to witness a considerable decline in the same flows (Asongu & De Moor, 2017) . Following a revival of the debate on benefits of capital account openness in financial development, some scholars have expressed deep skepticism about claims that recent financial engineering has resulted in substantial positive development externalities (Rodrik & Subramanian, 2009 ). This sceptical strand has been partially motivated by an evolving strand of post-crisis African development literature that is centred around the highlighted hypothesis, namely: Price and Elu (2014) , Asongu (2014) , Motelle and Biekpe (2015) and Asongu and De Moor (2017) .
First, Price and Elu (2014) hypothesis to present thresholds of financial globalisation at which an initially negative effect of financial globalisation on financial development becomes positive.
The present inquiry contributes to extant literature by simultaneously accounting for variations in financial development and financial globalisation in assessing the underlying hypothesis of initial financial development conditions for the reward of financial globalisation.
In essence, both financial development and financial globalisation thresholds for the benefit of financial globalisation are considered at the same time. Financial development thresholds are established when there is a consistent significance in the estimated financial globalisation variable, with either decreasing negative magnitude or increasing positive magnitude throughout the conditional distribution of financial development (Asongu, 2014) . Conversely, financial globalisation thresholds refer to cut-off points from which a previously negative effect from financial globalisation on financial development changes to positive (Asongu & De Moor, 2017) .
The policy relevance for assessing these thresholds simultaneously builds on the intuition that, cut-offs points for financial development benefits of financial globalisation may also be contingent on initial levels of financial development. In essence, blanket policies based on mean values of financial development may not be effective unless they are contingent on initial financial development levels and tailored differently across countries with low-medium-and high-financial development. Accordingly, while the role of policy has either been to encourage or discourage capital flows (Rodrik & Subramanian, 2009, pp.16-17; Asongu, 2014, p. 166 It is important to devote some space to articulating how this study steers clear of previous inquiries. First, it is different from Asongu (2014) in that: (i) it focuses on 53 instead of 15 African countries; (ii) specifications are also tailored to capture FDI thresholds and (iii) marginal and net effects are computed. Second, in relation to Asongu and De Moor (2017) , three differences are also clearly apparent: (i) the periodicity is longer to capture tail effects of financial development distributions; (ii) adopted methodology assesses FDI effects on financial development throughout the conditional distributions of financial development and (iii) FDI net effects are computed.
The rest of the study is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the data and methodology. The empirical analysis and discussion of results are covered in Section 3. Section 4 concludes with implications and future directions.
Data and Methodology

Data
We examine a panel 53 African countries with data for the period 1996-2011 from World Development Indicators and the Financial Development and Structure Database (FDSD) of the World Bank. The African scope and periodicity of inquiry are in accordance with the literature partially motivating the study (Asongu, 2014) . Moreover, while the starting year captures the period of Africa's growth resurgence (Fosu, 2015, p. 44) , the ending year is determined by constraints in data availability.
In accordance with the motivating literature, the dependent indicators are financial development dynamics of depth (from global economic and financial system standpoints) 1 , efficiency (at banking and financial system levels) 2 , activity (from banking and financial system perspectives) 3 and size 4 . Financial globalisation is measured as net FDI inflows, in accordance with Henry (2007) and Rodrik and Subramanian (2009 (Asongu, 2014, pp.189-190 (Asongu, 2014, p. 190) . 4 According to the FDSD, financial intermediary size is measured as the ratio of "deposit bank assets" to "total assets" (deposit bank assets on central bank assets plus deposit bank assets: Dbacba). 5 These control variables have also been substantially documented in the literature (Huang, 2005; Osabuohein & Efobi, 2013; Owosu & Odhiambo, 2014; Nyasha & Odhiambo, 2015a , 2015b Asongu & Nwachukwu, 2017) .
Methodology
We adopt quantile regressions (QR) with an interaction variable for financial globalisation as estimation strategy. QR enable us to examine the effect of financial globalisation on financial development throughout the conditional distributions of financial development whereas the interaction variable of financial globalisation provides insights into what levels of financial globalisation are required for financial globalisation to benefit financial development in recipient countries.
Previous studies investigating the Kose et al. hypothesis have reported parameter estimates either at the mean (Asongu & De Moor, 2017) and throughout the distribution (Asongu, 2014) of financial development, in order to respectively investigate thresholds directly from the dependent variable and indirectly from the main independent variable. Moreover, while mean effects from models like Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) may be relevant for baseline estimations, they are based on the assumption of normally distributed error terms. Conversely QR are not based on the underlying assumption (Keonker & Hallock, 2001 ).
With the technique, parameters are estimated at multiple points of financial development, hence enabling a distinction between countries with low-medium-and high-levels of financial development.
The  th quantile estimator of a financial development dynamic is obtained by solving for the optimization problem in Eq.
(1), which is disclosed without panel subscripts for ease of presentation and simplicity. 
where unique slope parameters are estimated for each  th specific quintile. This formulation is analogous to Given that the adopted estimation approach consists of employing an interaction variable for financial globalisation, we briefly engage some pitfalls to bear in mind. According to Brambor et al. (2006) , all constitutive terms must be involved in the specifications. Moreover, in order for the estimations have economic meaning, estimated interaction parameters are interpreted as conditional marginal impacts. In addition, for the interacting FDI indicator to make economic sense, it should be within the range provided by the summary statistics.
Empirical results
The findings related to financial dynamics of depth, efficiency, activity and size are presented in Tables 1, 2 (2017) and Koomson and Asongu (2016) , respectively.
The following findings can be established from quartile(s). Unfortunately: (i) identified thresholds are not within range and (ii) corresponding net financial globalisation effects are negative.
In Table 3 on financial activity, irrespective of the contemporaneous character of the specifications, there is overwhelming evidence of positive thresholds throughout the conditional distributions of banking system activity (Panel A) and financial system activity (Panel B).
Corresponding financial globalisation thresholds are unfeasible and net effects are negative.
The findings from Therefore, financial depth or deposits decrease with improving financial efficiency. Our main findings are twofold: unfeasible positive FDI thresholds and negative net FDI effects. In essence, the positive FDI thresholds at which the negative effect of FDI on financial development becomes positive are unfeasible because corresponding values are not within the range of FDI provided by the summary statistics.
The findings in this study seriously question the purported advantages of capital account liberalisation. While the theoretical benefits of FDI in terms of risk sharing and financial allocation efficiency may be quite apparent in the absence of volatilities and distortions in developing countries, contemporary financial development rewards of FDI may be difficult to establish for the continent because of the increasing frequency and magnitude of global financial crises (see Buckle, 2009, p. 36; Asongu, 2015, p. 624) .
Beyond the channel of financial crises, the appeals of financial globalisation for financial development may be increasingly blurred partly because of globalisation-fuelled debts that are increasing income-inequality , decreasing efficiency and productivity (Mulwa et al., 2009 ) and deteriorating business cycles (Leung, 2003) .
Findings of the study are broadly consistent with the sceptical strand of the literature on the disappointment of financial globalisation (Rodrik, 1998; Rodrik and Subramanian, 2009 ).
The results also align with Fischer's (1998) recommendation on the orderly openness of capital accounts. Conversely, overly optimistic positions in the literature should be considered with caution, notably: Dornbusch's International Monetary Fund lectures, which considered capital controls as "an idea who's time had past" (Dornbusch, 1996) and later claimed that "the correct answer to the question of capital mobility is that it ought to be unrestricted" (Dornbusch, 1998, p. 20) .
In Table 5 , we employ an extended procedure with instrumental variables in order to better control for endogeneity and further assess the validity of findings in Tables 
Concluding implications and future research directions
We set-out to contribute to extant literature by simultaneously accounting for variations in financial development and financial globalisation in the assessment of hypothetical initial financial development conditions for the rewards of financial globalisation. The policy relevance for assessing these variations simultaneously builds on the intuition that, thresholds for financial development benefits of financial globalisation may also be contingent on initial levels of financial development. Accordingly, blanket policies based on mean values of financial development may not be effective unless they are contingent on initial financial development levels and tailored differently across countries with low-medium-and high-financial Moreover, the increasing marginal effects from FDI across financial activity specifications, partially aligns with the cautions of Henry (2007) and Kose et al. (2006 Kose et al. ( , 2011 
